W.P.(MD) No.4431 of 2026

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT

Date of Reserving the Order Date of Pronouncing the Order
09.04.2026 17.06.2026

CORAM:
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE MUMMINENI SUDHEER KUMAR
W.P.(MD) No.4431 of 2026

and
W.M.P.(MD) Nos.3693 & 4378 of 2026

K.Manivannan ... Petitioner
_VS_

1.The Joint Director of School
Education (Personnel)
Chennai-06

2.The Chief Educational Officer
Thanjavur District

3.V.S.Karthikeyan ... Respondents

PRAYER: Petition filed under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, to issue
a writ of certiorarified mandamus calling for the records pertaining to the

order passed by the first respondent in his proceedings in Na.Ka.No.

008154/A3/E1/2026, dated 09.02.2026 and quash the same and further
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direct the respondents to permit the petitioner to continue in the second

respondent office.

For Petitioner : Mr.V.Panneer Selvam

For Respondents : Mr.N.Satheesh Kumar
Additional Government Pleader for R1 & R2

ORDER

This writ petition has been filed assailing the proceedings bearing
Na.Ka.No.008154/A3/E1/2026, dated 09.02.2026, issued by the first
respondent, whereby the petitioner was transferred from the post of
Superintendent in the Office of the Chief Educational Officer, Thanjavur, to
the post of Superintendent in the Office of the Block Educational Officer,
Thanjavur (Rural), on administrative grounds, alleging that the said transfer is

punitive in nature and without affording any opportunity to the petitioner.

2. It is the case of the petitioner that one Tmt.V.Baby, after having
joined as the Chief Educational Officer, Thanjavur, on 05.11.2025, with a view
to accommodate the third respondent herein, made a proposal to the first

respondent to transfer the petitioner from the Office of the Chief Educational
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Officer, Thanjavur, to the Office of the Block Educational Officer, Thanjavur
(Rural) and also made a request for transferring the third respondent to the

Office of the Chief Educational Officer, Thanjavur, as Superintendent.

3. This Court, while entertaining this writ petition, by an order
dated 17.02.2026, granted interim stay of operation of the impugned
proceedings and the same was extended from time to time till 09.04.2026, the

date on which the matter was reserved for orders.

4. Learned counsel for the petitioner, while reiterating the
averments made in the affidavit filed in support of this writ petition, has taken
this Court through the impugned proceedings, wherein certain allegations
were made against the petitioner touching upon the efficiency / deficiency in
his performance and the recommendation made by the second respondent for
transfer of the petitioner on the ground that he is very slow in performing his
duties and in spite of repeated oral instructions, he failed to improve his
performance. Thus, it is contended that it is only because of the opinion of
the second respondent about the functioning of the petitioner as
Superintendent in the office of the second respondent and also based on

certain complaints on the functioning of the petitioner, he was transferred
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through the impugned proceedings. Thus, the learned counsel for the
petitioner contended that the impugned order is only as a measure of

punishment and cannot be termed as transfer on administrative grounds.

5. The first respondent filed a detailed counter-affidavit
contending that the impugned transfer is purely on administrative grounds in
order to improve the functioning of the office of the second respondent. It is
also further stated that the petitioner is not in a position to handle the work in
the office of the second respondent efficiently resulting in exposing the second
respondent to contempt of courts before this Court and the manner in which
the petitioner herein has been functioning in the office of the second
respondent is also explained in detail. For better appreciation, it is necessary
to extract the relevant portion from the impugned transfer order, wherein
reasons were assigned for the transfer of the petitioner:

“ou3[] Mfefled HEhFmeyT HeV 1OTOUL L SHHIBEGL LIL L
wHLH 2 e Cumd  ueiefiderilsy  CLomGlETaTeLILIBLD
[BUIDET  QLILBHED  DIeIISHBH6D  LOBMILD  LISILITETT  [BIT6ooru LD
(LPSBIB6M6V Y FirB 60 LicooflLLIemLOLILY CIBHTIPBEH 06
Y FMLirB60T LI6o0f)LI6DLOLILY CILITSIL I 1690TIH 1M1 BLIQL
LisoflB6T  ommid  H6Ve 2 _Helldh  GCIBTend  LOTETITH 61D
Y BITIT 6ULDIBIEH S 6V 2 arefll L SISDHUITUHLI
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uefiser — @Uiflaled o _siteewr  steomayy  BbBlsweviied
Comsrapid Lifleyser Fribd BHIOOIB UPHGHH6T  QUPBIG
BLONGME — CHMLB6er  Cumeip — (WpSBUISSBIOND  UTUIHS
LOb S 6001 Comiimerr WD BILD B iflefled
NBUITOTLILIL (HOU(HBIBESI. bSO QUL & B M6
EDBUITEBOUBIGVILD  DHITLIITeN60T  CUIBLILIL (BeTT6NT  CHTLIIBENT  10H]
2 [ 6T [BLNQSHWH BLOBOIBTATISBIVID  B1h.B].L060T6) 6007 60T 60T
eTeoTLITT G beomons — Liswflyflesmed  1LsOCeumy  Lisoollb61ile0
FW&BLD gmLL (B S BVICNGVE S BIBEHLD S/6VI6UEV (BB ELD
ULIGILILIT  GJBLIBLD  [Blewev 2_61T6NIGI  eTeoimid 2 _Hel  Glmd
LIeTTeIBE1pSEH  [BIUIDET  GLILIGH6D  6ULPEIGHH6V  [BIULILDEVTBIS6ThD S
DYDIDDH]  UIPHIGHED 2 6Nl L Liewll®erile0 2 1 e0idbEhl 60T
CLomOlsmerTenmLosVILD Lilfley 2 SHeUITeNTH6ITT6V
(LpeiiedllemeVLIBGSSLILIBLD — CHTLILBMe) 2 1 sDIBEHL 60T  (LPIQ6Y
61bDHhI DIBVINVIESG DGDILIITIOED Dih| GIBTL LTS  1LIOCaIMI
LBTT&H60T FIDLIBSLILIL L 6UTH6IT 10&h] GIBHTL fThhI
CILBLILIL (PUIBBIBHI  6160TLINSBUID  CIFH 6B HINTONI.

Gosvib  DeVIIVE  [FEVGT  BIRDIUJD  LIwTIFFHemLOU lem6or
BBSHPIV  CBTIBILD BB UPHEGWET  FBLILITS
NBWITEHLD CITHL BLD PMBISH [BL6UIQHNSH CHTLILBET 10H]
WhHSHeTS Hetewiowl T eflengellsd BL eSS GLOBOIBT6ITEIHLD
GlTgpL (HLd Lieoofluflev GlLD&SH6ITLOT D GIFWIBOLIL (&) (BLD
B0 BITRILILITONT — B(1B. D). LO6WI6UCOT600T60T  6T60TLITENT  [BIHEUTH
[BOVEIT  B(BD] BHEHFTYT — 2MFHID UL LTTS BV

DVIIVESHBIBEH — IDTHIHD — CFUIGID — DI6INVICNGVDSHFH60
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LisooflLylu i & 6001 BT 60T ILITEYTIT D562, 616Y0. /11T HIC&H W I60T
6TEUTLITENT  HEhFTYT — (PHETNIDE BV  BIEVINGVSBSHBIBEHLD
OTWISHED  QUPEIL]  YemewTuBIoT — (PHETewInd  HeVa)]

SIVINGVT L (5 GIBTvaT(BeTeoniT.”

6. Mr.N.Satheesh Kumar, learned Additional Government Pleader,
appearing for the respondents 1 & 2, while reiterating the averments made in
the counter-affidavit, submitted that the impugned transfer is purely on
administrative grounds and in order to improve the efficiency and functioning
of the office of the second respondent. He also further contended that, mere
transfer for the inefficiency of the petitioner cannot be termed as a punitive
transfer as the services of the petitioner can be better utilized in the Office of
the Block Educational Officer, to which he was transferred to the post of

Superintendent.

7. This Court has carefully considered the submissions made on
either side and also perused the entire materials on record as well as the
original records produced by the learned Additional Government Pleader

appearing for the respondents 1 & 2.
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8. Transfer is an incident of service. Transfer orders can be
interfered with by the Courts by exercising the writ jurisdiction under Article
226 of the Constitution of India only under certain exceptional circumstances,
such as, transfer by an incompetent authority, for extraneous considerations
or issued in mala fide exercise of power or in violation of any binding orders

governing transfer etc.

9. In the instant case, the reasons for transfer of the petitioner are
disclosed in detail in the impugned order, which are already extracted herein
above. The petitioner, having been aware of the reasons for his transfer, as
are assigned in the impugned proceedings, has not chosen to contradict the
same, but has chosen to contend that such reasons for his transfer are only
with a view to accommodate the third respondent. It is also contended that
the second respondent has already made a proposal to the first respondent for
transferring the third respondent to his office in the place of the petitioner.
But, in the counter-affidavit filed by the first respondent, it is categorically
stated that there was no such proposal for transfer of the third respondent to
the office of the second respondent available on record. As against the specific
stand taken by the first respondent, the petitioner has not produced any

material to show that there was any attempt on the part of the second
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respondent to bring the third respondent to her office. In the absence of any
material placed before this Court, the said contention of the petitioner cannot
be accepted. So also, in the absence of any denial on the nature and manner
of functioning of the petitioner herein while working in the office of the second
respondent, all the reasons that are assigned in the impugned proceedings
have to be taken as true. Even assuming that the petitioner was transferred
through the impugned proceedings because of certain complaints received
against him and because of the nature of his functioning, it cannot be said
that the petitioner cannot be transferred from the office of the second
respondent. Every misconduct or complaint or failure of an employee to
discharge his duties diligently and efficiently may not necessarily result in
initiation of disciplinary proceedings. But, it is always at the discretion of the
competent authority either to initiate disciplinary proceedings or to transfer
such an employee for better utilisation of his services. In the case on hand,
the first respondent, having received a proposal from the second respondent,
thought it fit to transfer the petitioner from the office of the second respondent
to the office of the Block Educational Officer, Thanjavur (Rural) and acceded to
the request made by the second respondent. Absolutely, there is no mala fide

attributed to any of the respondents herein by the petitioner.
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10. Further, it is also brought to the notice of this Court that the
Block Educational Office, Thanjavur (Rural), is situated hardly 500 Meters
away from the office of the second respondent. Therefore, the petitioner is
noway affected nor any prejudice is caused to him because of the impugned
transfer. In the light of the above, the very basis on which the present writ
petition has been filed, namely, the impugned transfer is punitive in nature

cannot be accepted.

11. In the light of the above, this Court does not find any error or
illegality in the impugned proceedings of transfer issued by the first

respondent and therefore, this writ petition is liable to be dismissed.

12. Accordingly, this writ petition is dismissed. No costs.

Consequently, connected miscellaneous petitions are closed.

17.06.2026
NCC : Yes / No
Index : Yes / No

Internet : Yes / No

krk
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To:
1.The Joint Director of School
Education (Personnel),
Chennai-06.

2.The Chief Educational Officer,
Thanjavur District.
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MUMMINENI SUDHEER KUMAR, J.

krk

ORDER
IN
W.P.(MD) No.4431 of 2026
and
W.M.P.(MD) Nos.3693 & 4378 of 2026

17.06.2026



